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Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication{s) filed on 22 April 2005 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)(Sl This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) 13 Claim(s) 1-23 and 25 is/are pending in the application. 
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Application Papers 
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1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed on 4/22/2005. 

2. Claims 1-23, 25 are pending. 

3. Claims 7-12, 23, 25 are allowed. 

4. Claim 24 is canceled. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USG § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
havmg ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-2, 4-6, 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stefaniak, US Patent No. 6,550,054, in view of van Elkeren et al ., US Patent No. 6,61 8,852 
(hereinaqer van Elkeren). (see the previous office action for rejections to these claims). 

6. Claims 1 3-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Lection et 
al., US Patent No. 6,418,446 (hereinafter Lection) in view of Stefaniak further in view of van 
Elkeren et al ., US Patent No. 6,61 8,852 (hereinaqer van Elkeren). 

As Per Claim 13, Lection disclosed: A system for outputting data from a Document 
Object Model as Extensible Markup Language, the system comprising: - a computer system 
having an application that outputs data, each data instance corresponding to a write operation of 
the application', (see col 3, Lines 48-52). Lection didn't explicitly disclose using a writer engine. 
However, Stefaniak taught a engine operable to write the data output by the application in plural 
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active contexts; wherein the application calls the writer engine when the application outputs data, 
the writer engine operable to build model instance for output of the data in accordance with the 
Extensible Markup Language schema, (see Column 5, Lines 43-57). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate 
XMVUML DTD generator, as suggested by Stefaniak into the system of Lection, to produces 
XMI/UML DTD streams. The modification would have been obvious because one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to provide a simple means to generate XML codes. 

Neither Lection nor Stefaniak disclose DOM. However, van Elkeren et al disclose DOM 
(Column 12, Lines 5-10). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use DOM, as suggested by van Elkeren. The 
modification would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to provide a simple means of reading and writing data to and from an XML tree 
structure. 

As per claim 14, see the previous office action for rejections to this claim. 
7. Claims 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lection in 
view of Stafaniak and van Elkeren et al ., US Patent No. 6,61 8,852, further in view of 
Shanmugasundaram et al. Relational Databases for Querying XML Documents: Limitations and 
Opportunities". Proceedings of the 25th VLDB Conference, Edinburgh, Scotland, 1999 
(hereinaher Shanmugasundaram). 

See the previous office action for rejections to these claims. 
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8. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lection in view 
of Stefaniak and van Elkeren et al., US Patent No. 6,618,852, further in view of 
Shanmugasundaram, and Vermeire el al., US Patent No. 6,209,124 (hereinafter Vermeire). 

See the previous office action for rejections to this claim. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 4/22/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In the remark, applicant has argued: 

1 ) Stefaniak merely discloses generating models of legacy applications - the system 
disclosed in Stefaniak does not modify legacy computer applications, let alone automatically 
modifying one or more applications of the legacy computer system that output data" such that the 
one or more modified applications operable to output data written using a Document Object 
Model from the legacy computer system in Extensible Markup Language as recited in Claim 1 ; 
how could transforming a terminal based screen application into an application specification be 
equated with automatically modifying the one or more applications of the legacy computer 
system that output data based on the mapping of the model of the legacy computer system to the 
Extensible Markup Language schema" when the document type definitions of the modeling 
language-based representation of the application specification in Stefaniak do not even exist until 
the transformation into the application specification. 
Examiner's response: 
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1 ) Stefaniak clearly disclose based at least on the mapping of the model of the legacy 
computer system to the Extensible Markup Language schema, automatically modifying one or 
more applications of the legacy computer system that output data (see Column 5, Lines 39-44, 
". . .end-to-end process flow from a legacy program to an XMLAJML. . .", when a legacy prog 
is transformed to an XML, the legacy program must be converted/modified, and the elements i 
the legacy program must be mapped to the Extensible Markup Language schema for the 
conversion). 



ram 



m 



Applicant's argument: 

2) Van Eikeren, however, fails to .disclose, teach, or suggest automatically' modifying 
(based at least on the mapping of the model of the legacy computer system to the Extensible 
Markup Language schema) the one or more applications of the legacy computer system that 
output data, the one or more modified applications operable to output data written using a 

Document Object Model from the legacy computer system in Extensible Markup Language as 
recited in Claim 1. 
Examiner's response: 

2) Stefaniak discloses automatically modifying (based at least on the mapping of the model 
of the legacy computer system to the Extensible Markup Language schema) the one or more 
applications of the legacy computer system that output data, the one or more modified 
applications operable to output data from the legacy computer system in Extensible Markup 
Language as recited in Claim 1 except Document Object Model. Van Eikeren is only cited to 
show Document Object Model. One cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
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individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 
F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 
(Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Applicant's argument: 

3) the Examiner's attempt to modify Stefaniak appears to constitute the type of 
impermissible hindsight reconstruction of Applicants' claims, using Applicants' claims as a 
blueprint. 

Examiner's response: 

3) In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is 
based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on 
obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so 
long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the 
time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 
170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

Applicant's argument: 

4) Stefaniak fails to disclose, teach, or suggest modifying an application of the legacy 
computer system to output data having a schema element of a target Extensible Markup 
Language schema, the output data corresponding to a write operation of the application as recited 
in Claim 20. 
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Examiner's response: 

4) Stefaniak clearly disclose this limitation at Fig.6, col. 2 lines 33-36, col. 6 lines 56-67. 
Applicant's argument: 

5) The Examiner acknowledges that Stefaniak fails to disclose using a Document Object 
Model, van Eikeren does not teaches populating a Document Object Model with the output data 
to output an Extensible Markup Language instance. 

Examiner's response: 

5) Stafaniak discloses everything except DOM. Van Eikeren is only cited to discloses a 
Document Object Model. One cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually 
where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 
208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co,, 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

Applicant's argument: 

6) Lection fails to disclose, teach, or suggest a computer system having an application that 
outputs data, each data output instance corresponding to a write operation of the application as 
recited in Claim 13. Stefaniak fails to even mention the Document Object Model 
Examiner's response: 

6) Applicant's arguments have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the 
rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of 
rejection is.made in view of van Eikeren et al., US Patent No. 6,618,852. 
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Conclusion 



1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wei Zhen whose telephone number is 571-272-3708. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:00 AM - 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Dam can be reached on 57 1 -272-3695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Wei . Zhen 
Primary Examiner 
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